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年度 人工林 人工林 天然林 天然林 その他 その他 総蓄積量
1961 554,837 27.39% 1,439,179 71.05% 31,655 1.56% 2,025,671
1971 665,128 31.99% 1,411,136 67.87% 2,808 0.14% 2,079,072
1981 1,054,113 42.44% 1,428,443 57.51% 1,192 0.05% 2,483,748
1990 1,597,844 50.93% 1,538,141 49.02% 1,596 0.05% 3,137,581



















































































































































有林家数 林家数 林家数 売林家数
1960 2,705,269 2,001,899 74.0% 849,454 31.4% 1,531,182 56.6% 727,717 26.9%
1970 2,565,859 2,088,609 81.4% 708,177 27.6% 1,549,779 60.4% 464,420 18.1%
1980 2,531,261 2,106,009 83.2% 280,970 11.1% 1,144,130 45.2% 174,657 6.9%


















































年 保有山林総面積 人工林率 農家林家数 非農家林家数 人工林保有林家数
（1,000ha） （1,000戸） （1,000戸） （1,000戸）
1960 6,403 34.8% 2,544.9 160.3 1,578.0
1970 6,701 45.2% 2,279.3 286.6 931.6
1980 6,760 52.4% 1,981.4 549.9 925.2








































































































































































































1947 60 51 9 56 56 0 4 1 1 9
1948 89 84 5 96 93 3 -7 3 3 21
1949 105 105 110 109 1 -5 0 3 21
1950 171 141 30 147 145 2 24 14 17 20
1951 249 249 204 184 20 45 93 111 1
1952 285 285 256 255 1 29 51 162
1953 376 376 331 331 32 45 61 190
1954 357 357 361 361 -4 -121 69
1955 367 367 382 382 -15 2 72
1956 409 409 387 387 22 38 110
1957 474 474 419 419 55 88 198
1958 453 453 445 445 10 8 11 199
1959 534 534 535 535 11 -1 -19 170
1960 606 606 559 559 23 47 119 179
1961 789 789 645 645 30 144 236 297
1962 758 758 773 773 42 -15 56 325
1963 885 885 871 871 50 14 59 355
1964 944 944 934 934 45 10 38 374
1965 1,030 1,030 938 938 44 92 -3 371
1966 1,125 1,125 969 969 51 156 206 474
1967 1,346 1,346 1,046 1,046 54 300 260 637
1968 1,414 1,414 1,230 1,230 61 184 197 772
1969 1,427 1,427 1,415 1,415 70 12 3 816
1970 1,471 1,471 1,561 1,561 80 -90 -121 744
1971 1,410 1,410 1,659 1,659 87 -249 -356 446
1972 1,855 1,855 1,625 1,625 230 -43 403
1973 2,761 2,761 1,919 1,919 842 959 1,170
1974 2,405 2,405 2,518 2,518 -113 214 1,426
1975 2,400 2,400 2,967 2,967 85 -567 -135 1,394
1976 3,042 2,642 400 3,244 3,230 14 102 -202 -504 937
1977 3,393 2,563 830 3,573 3,554 19 47 -180 -906 30
1978 3,613 2,568 997 48 3,743 3,638 105 -130 -991 -961 -2,227
1979 4,518 3,258 1,180 80 3,875 3,704 171 643 -319 -1,280 -3,407
1980 4,486 3,062 1,340 84 4,221 3,955 266 265 -657 -1,937 -4,736
1981 3,976 2,489 1,400 87 4,560 4,138 422 -584 -1,472 -3,409 -6,080
1982 4,488 2,701 1,700 87 4,600 4,000 600 -112 -1,060 -4,469 -7,654
1983 4,827 2,665 2,070 92 4,778 3,970 808 49 -699 -5,168 -9,509
1984 4,977 2,609 2,270 98 5,084 4,030 1,054 -107 -868 -6,036 -11,461
1985 5,031 2,605 2,320 106 5,125 3,819 1,306 -94 -786 -6,822 -13,350
1986 5,652 3,167 2,370 115 5,266 3,703 1,563 386 -159 -6,981 -15,140
1987 5,570 2,881 2,558 131 5,518 3,739 1,779 52 -542 -7,523 -16,980
1988 5,757 2,907 2,700 150 5,676 3,733 1,943 81 -535 -8,058 -18,876
1989 5,839 2,962 2,700 177 5,690 3,627 2,063 149 -436 -8,494 -20,726
1990 5,564 2,730 2,640 194 5,769 3,610 2,159 -205 -719 -9,213 -22,511
1991 5,571 2,314 2,988 269 5,888 3,581 2,307 -317 -1,177 -10,390 -24,630
1992 5,675 2,333 2,979 363 5,805 3,375 2,430 -130 -1,060 -11,450 -26,730
1993 6,263 2,244 3,508 511 5,927 3,378 2,549 336 -1,066 -12,516 -22,291
1994 5,619 1,915 3,136 568 5,929 3,270 2,659 -310 -1,242 -13,758 -31,429
1995 5,322 1,780 2,969 573 5,675 2,842 2,833 -353 -1,318 -15,076 -33,308












































































































































































































































































































































































（1,000円）新植 保育 主伐 間伐 利益 損失 利益 損失
1967 5 40.0% 2 300 682 60.0% 60.0% 0.0% 40.0% 40.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
1968 9 22.2% 2 215 972 44.4% 55.6% 11.1% 11.1% 33.3% 0.0% 77.8% 0.0%
1969 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1970 23 8.7% 2 300 5,814 39.1% 30.4% 4.3% 4.3% 13.0% 26.1% 21.7% 34.8%
1971 34 8.8% 3 51 678 38.2% 47.1% 0.0% 0.0% 8.8% 8.8% 26.5% 52.9%
1972 41 12.2% 5 86 8,620 28.6% 45.2% 7.1% 2.4% 14.3% 9.5% 19.0% 73.8%
1973 49 22.4% 11 2,728 24,474 26.5% 49.0% 8.2% 2.0% 26.5% 6.1% 32.7% 61.2%
1974 55 20.0% 11 3,123 28,346 14.5% 45.5% 9.1% 7.3% 20.0% 12.7% 30.9% 63.6%
1975 58 15.5% 9 2,524 15,894 19.0% 55.2% 8.6% 0.0% 20.7% 15.5% 22.4% 69.0%
1976 62 16.1% 10 2,772 30,520 11.3% 51.6% 11.3% 3.2% 22.6% 9.7% 41.9% 48.4%
1977 66 15.2% 10 3,251 12,513 9.1% 53.0% 7.6% 6.1% 21.2% 18.2% 25.8% 66.7%
1978 77 15.6% 12 2,694 13,453 19.5% 54.5% 2.6% 5.2% 14.3% 28.6% 26.0% 67.5%
1979 83 22.9% 19 4,116 22,499 7.2% 61.4% 4.8% 9.6% 27.7% 14.5% 36.1% 54.2%
1980 88 14.8% 13 3,818 16,122 15.9% 50.0% 5.7% 6.8% 21.6% 15.9% 36.4% 56.8%
1981 89 12.4% 11 369 6,058 6.7% 47.2% 2.2% 10.1% 18.0% 18.0% 33.7% 60.7%
1982 92 16.3% 15 732 10,242 10.9% 45.7% 4.3% 12.0% 25.0% 13.0% 31.5% 62.0%
1983 92 9.8% 9 1,316 13,588 15.2% 47.8% 4.3% 9.8% 22.8% 15.2% 40.2% 51.1%
1984 97 16.5% 16 4,018 25,520 9.3% 33.0% 5.2% 5.2% 29.9% 14.4% 37.1% 53.6%
1985 101 11.9% 12 1,848 26,882 12.9% 45.5% 7.9% 16.8% 23.8% 7.9% 44.6% 46.5%
1986 106 11.3% 12 1,612 8,819 7.5% 50.0% 3.8% 9.4% 18.9% 13.2% 42.5% 44.3%
1987 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1988 109 12% 13 5,471 48,810 11.0% 42.2% 0.9% 0.9% 21.1% 17.4% 37.6% 45.9%
1989 109 12% 13 5,471 48,810 11.0% 41.3% 0.9% 0.9% 20.2% 18.3% 36.7% 47.7%
1990 108 12.0% 13 1,493 25,182 6.5% 39.8% 0.0% 1.9% 25.0% 13.0% 46.3% 43.5%
1991 110 15.5% 17 6,142 46,365 10.9% 43.6% 1.8% 3.6% 18.2% 22.7% 50.0% 37.3%
1992 109 9.2% 10 1,932 12,176 10.1% 43.1% 1.8% 1.8% 26.6% 12.8% 48.6% 44.0%
1993 110 8% 9 1,680 20,952 10.9% 35.5% 1.8% 1.8% 20.9% 13.6% 49.1% 42.7%
1994 112 11% 12 5,896 51,050 10.1% 43.1% 1.8% 1.8% 23.2% 17.9% 47.3% 47.3%
1995 110 6.4% 7 6,472 37,939 8.2% 26.4% 1.8% 0.9% 21.8% 18.2% 36.4% 54.5%





























































































1950 1,019 36 0 1 70 139 68 9 0 146 0 61 75 1
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This review evaluated Japanese forest management from a viewpoint of Sustainable Forest Management (SFM).
Furthermore three types of forest; private, state, and communal forest were analyzed from physical and financial
aspect.
The outcome of this research suggests that all types of forest can not achieve SFM.  For private forest, the num-
bers of individual forest owners who are engaged in management of forest have been decreased. Therefore forest
area which need proper management increased. Moreover the Forestry Agency which manages state forest does not
have the sufficient ability to control forest due to heavy debt burden.  The numbers of forest cooperatives that man-
age the communal forest and sell the timber have been decreasing.  
The seriousness of the problem to manage Japanese forest is that, no matter what type of property regimes or
what purpose of management, forest is managed by commercial forestry. To meet with the diverse public needs for
forest resources, its need to choose specific property regimes for particular resource utilization to achieve particular
social purpose. However, traditional property regimes have limitations. In the last section, we examined the “mod-
ern communal management” which is a new concept of participatory management by forest owner and NPO (Non
Profit Organization) or VO (Voluntary Organization).
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